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lll.—IXHMA niNAAPIKON. 

The present investigation is thought to be necessary, owing to the 
unscientific treatment which the <rxwa nmSapiKov has received in 
many grammars and editions. The name has been used as a 
convenient label for more than 50 passages — examples of concord, 
regular and irregular, of various kinds. Whether it be a case of 
an old plural form of a verb mistaken for a singular, or an imper- 
sonal verb or singular copulative verb joined with a plural com- 
plement, or a change of construction to a simpler form, we get 
grammars old and new, and editions up to the last four years, 
using the name <rx>//*a Xlivhapmov as if it were an explanation, 
and quoting as parallels cases that have been long cleared 
up or cases that show a totally distinct nature. In the fol- 
lowing lists, for completeness, I have brought forward many 
passages which have been already properly explained, as well as 
many which have not, because scholars such as Sandys, Tyrrell, 
Campbell and Abbott have helped in recent years to perpetuate 
unscientific explanations. For example, the following bald com- 
ment is what is usually found in editions both German and English 
(from a recent Germ, edition of Aeschines in Ctesiph. §185) : 
' o-xrjfLa UtvbapKnv : das Verbum geht in den meisten Fallen dem 
Subjekt voran.' This dictum will be seen to apply to no more 
than one-quarter of the examples usually grouped under this 
head. Again, the name should be given up when it is seen that 
very few of the examples cited are to be found in Pindar, and the 
passages cited from Pindar are found to be of very diverse char- 
acter, admitting various explanations. But it is still more important 
that the phrases ' this idiom,' ' this syntactical figure,' should be 
no longer applied without discrimination to the various passages. 

A convenient division of the passages treated is this : I. Those 
in which points of accidence have to be considered ; and II. 
Those which turn on points of syntax. 

I. The first set of examples which have long been quoted by 
grammars as containing a singular verb with a plural subject 
shows us what is nothing but an old plural verb-form — ?v ; v. 
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Hesiod, Theog. 321, 825, 146; Simonides 165 [225]; Inscription 
of 475 B. C. on a Hermes, in Aeschines in Ctesiph. 185; Sopho- 
cles, Trach. 520; Eur. Ion 1146; Epicharmus 82, 52 (Ahrens 28) 
in Athenaeus VII 288b, Epicharmus 30, 31, 38, 49 in Athenaeus 
307c; and Aristoph. Lysistr. 1260 — a total of 13 examples, of 
which the last 7 are distinctly Doric Greek. 

When Ahrens had shown in 1843 (II 326) that fy in some of 
the above examples was a 3d plural form, we should not 
have expected to find these passages quoted as often as they 
have been in support of supposed cases of the o\tjpa HivSapacov to 
be considered later, $» is the natural contraction of the original 
Greek form ffav (Meyer) or tav (Morph. Unters. IV, p. 293) from 
the I. E. e-s-nt, corresponding to the Skr. asan, Boeotian irap-uav. 
The revived form r)a-av does not occur in Hesiod (for Op. 1 1 1 is 
rejected on other grounds), Pindar and Theocritus; hence the 
only two examples of it in Homer are due to late rewriting of the 
lines II. 3, 15 and Od. i, 27. The rareness of iaav (twice in II., 
once in Od.) also leads us to conclude that the popular repetition 
of Homer, and to some extent of other poets, has weeded out the 
instances of fy for the 3d pers. plur. Possibly such a correction 
has taken place in such passages of Homer and Hesiod as Hes. 
Scut. Her. 246, where ?»> suits as well as ea-av. 

In Hes. Theog. 146, an example hitherto unnoticed, we get rid 
of the difficulty of the F by reading rjv M Fepyots instead of rjaav 
in epyois, if the line be old. 

In Soph. Trachin. 520 the simplest explanation is that Sopho- 
cles was consciously using an archaic or Doric form, perhaps partly 
for artistic reasons, for t)v is twice used before and once afterwards 
at the beginning of each clause. 

In Eur. Ion II46, f'vrjv 8' v<pavrai ypaftpacrtv TotaiS' icpai, We are 

compelled either to believe that Eur. like Sophocles chose to use 
what he knew to be an old plural form (for we cannot suppose him 
to have been ignorant of the use of rjv in Doric or in Hesiod) or 
resort to the explanation that a first thought such as evtjv 8' xxpavra 
ypappaTa was changed and amplified, and that e'vrjv was kept for 
metrical reasons. 

In Lucian, Amores, p. 410, t)v &' imb rais ayav iraXtvaiciois i\a'ts Zkapat 
K\i<riai toIs c'veanaiT&ai 0e\owtv, els & rS>v ixev aoTiKav anavias ine<j>oira>v nves, 

not much doubt has been cast on the reading rjv ; all MSS have & ; 
the margin of one has as. Unless this be considered a conscious 
imitation of previous authors on the part of either Lucian or his 
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copyist, each of which hypotheses is difficult to believe, it must be 
a mere slip. In the former case such passages as those mentioned 
above, Hes. Theog. 321, 825, Soph. Trach. 520, would be the 
authorities for the usage of singular verb with a following plural 
noun. It seems impossible to look on fy = w av as a survival in 
popular speech through the koivti times. 

Analogous to the above in one respect are the foil, passages : 

Eur. Hipp. 1255 : ctlai' KeKpavrm a-vp.(f>opal via>v kcik&v. Pind. Pyth. 
g, 33 [57] : <f>6@<)> 8' ov Kc^ei/xaiTat (ppeves. Xen. R. Equ. 5j 5 : K *~ 
icXin-cu rpi'x«. Dem. 22, §66 and 24, §173 (p. 754) : noXk&v prjropav 

o\ napa tovtokti KeKpivrai. In the first two passages emendations have 
been usually adopted in the face of complete agreement of the MSS. 
But is it not satisfactory to suppose that like the early gram- 
marians and copyists, who have not varied the text in these cases, 
the authors used KCKpavrai and K«x f 'V" MT< " as third plural forms on 
the analogy of \i\vvrai, pep.vrjvrat, etc. ? It is probable that there 
were many such usages in early colloquial Greek. Another 
wrongly supposed singular verb-form is seen in (Horn.) Hymns, 
Ceres 280, £av6a\ &e Kiifiai KaTevT}Po8ev &p.ovs, where no doubt the writer 
took the form as a plural from a similarity to such forms as <W&e 
BUicpiBev imicro-vdcv ; though an examination of the passages where 
emvrjvodev and Kardnjvodfv are used in Homer and Hesiod shows 
that none of them could be misread as having -evijvodev as a plural 
form. 

Aeschylus, Persae 49, is a case for restoration of original 

reading: areCrai fi' lepov TpaKov jreXdrat | £iyov dp-cptfiaKelv 8oi\tou 

'EXXdSi. Here arevvrat was the original — most MSS give it — and 
the copyists, like the Schol., who calls it an example of the tr*. 
Uivh., changed it to orcCrat, knowing that only that 3d pers. sing, 
form is found in Homer. But such an extension of Homeric 
usage is perfectly natural to all post-Homeric writers. Paley 
says, ' in this case, as the metre equally admits oTtivrai, the singular 
could not have proceeded from an emendator.' Surely no emen- 
dation is more to be expected from pedantic copyists or gramma- 
rians. 

Four passages with napa have been cited as examples : Eur. 
Med. 441 : <rdi 8' oSre narpbs hop.01 . . . irdpa. Aesch. Eumen. 31 : Kel 

irap' 'EXXiJvg)!' rivis. Ar. Ach. 862 : vpJs S otrot BelPaOev ai^rp-ai napa. 

Ar. Ach. 1091 : <u nopvat napa. In these commentators have per- 
sistently denied that napa can represent napeia-i, but why it cannot 
no one has yet explained. They must be all following some 
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original who pointed out that irapa with plural subjects is unusual, 
and then chose to call it impossible. Surely it was natural for 
Greeks to use it when required, as they used in for eveia-tv as well 

as for ivam ; see OdySS. 21, 288, in toi (fipeves oiS' T)8aiai. 

Archimedes, de Helic. Prop. XXIV, p. 244, 1. 35 (ed. Torelli), 

km avayeypairrai diro iraaav opoiol rope'es, Can Certainly not be classed 

as a conscious mannerism or imitation of previous authors. Is it 
not a Doric relic of an old 3d plur. form, corresponding to yeypa- 
yjrdTai on the Tab. Heracl. 1, 121, perhaps coming in here from 
popular speech ? It is noteworthy that 44 lines later we have nal 

dpaytypdcfrovrai dirb nairav Spoioi ropees, where the original 3d plur. has 

been assimilated to the present tense 3d plur. formation ; but our 
copyist's trustworthiness cannot be relied on. 

Two more passages of Hesiod need a little explanation : Scut. 

245 : avSpes 8', 01 npuTfirjes itrav, yrjpas re pApapirev, has been cited as an 

example by some who have taken pipapntv as singular for plural, 
and translate as Gaisford — ' who had reached old age.' No 
parallel to such a sense of papwra has been found. The phrase 
must have been modelled on Odyss. 24, 390, «V« Kara yr)pas epaptyev, 
or a similar phrase, and the clause is an additional paratactic 
clause : ' and old age seized on them.' Those who take the 
reading pepapnov, which is not so good, can say in defence that the 
author modelled it on the line from the Odyssey above, which he 
misread as ' seized on old age.' In Hes. Theog. 790, pe'« . . . 

'ilKeavoio Kepas ' . . . ivvea pev • . . tiKiypevos (Is SXa 7r<'nr«, discarding 

Paley's ' simpler meaning,' we see that iwda (polpai) is in apposition 
to 'Q/ceacds with which AiypAvos agrees. 

To Pindar are attributed 8 examples, in most of which the best 
authorities have changed the old reading, and other methods of 
clearing up the difficulty are possible. In Olymp. XI (X) 6 all 
MSS but one give : 

peXiydpvts vpyoi 
ioT€pa>i> dpxcl Xoyiov 
TtXkerai Kal ttuttov opKiov peya\alr dperals. 

A gives dpxa. Christ and Gildersleeve take the reading of A, 
'and the example disappears.' It is not strange that dpxal became 
the usual reading ; a reciter or copyist would easily assimilate it to 
the neighboring plural vpvoi. Others who accept dpxal have sug- 
gested that TeWerai is due to the thought of the coming singular 
SpKiop. With either of these legitimate explanations the example 
is disposed of. 
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In Pyth. X 71) cv 8' dyatfoicri Ketrai Trarpaiat KtSval iroXmv Kvftepvdoies, 

for Ke'nai, the authority of most MSS is accepted by the gram- 
marians — down to Thompson, 1883, but rejected by Christ (1882) 
and Gildersleeve (1885), who read Kelvrai. It is certainly better to 
accept Keivrai. Or, to suggest another explanation, is hutch, a relic 
of the old plural kUtm or neUrai, both of which occur in Homer? 

A fragment of Pindar, IV 3, 16 (45, 16), is supposed to contain 
two examples. The best reading to take is Christ's : 

Tore j3dXXer<u, tot in dpffporav \86v eparal 
lav (fiofiai poba re Kopaiai plyvvrai, 
axeiT opcpd peXeav criiv avXols, 
dxeire SepeXav iXindpirvKa x°P OL - 

fidWeTai stands alone with its subject unexpressed, perhaps thought 
of as U, and then the thought is amplified to lav <p6pai p68a re with 
a singular verb agreeing with its nearer subject p68a, as is often 
found, v. Jebb on Soph. O. C. 7, 8. In 18, the return to the 2d 
person plural, desire, is not unnatural for Pindar or Greek, and 
d^err' opcpa is preferable to d^ema oiKpal ; both dare's satisfy the 
requirements of sense and rhythm ; they have support from the 
reading of a Paris MS given by Schneidewin, oixveir 6p<pd. 

Three more fragments of Pindar remain to be considered. In 
IV 6 (225) Christ reads : 

kXv&' 'AXaXd, noXf'pov dvyarep, 

eyX*av irpooipiov, a $v€Tat 

avdpes V7rep ttoXios top IpoOvrov BdvaTOv. 

Kirchhoff reads alOitrat. With the former reading, we must 
suppose avSpes corrupt, or else the composer used dierat metri 
gratia. It is best, however, to punctuate after alBierai, and take 
avdpes as the subject to some verb in a subsequent line lost. 

In 265 and 285 we find : id^ei papvcpdeyKrdv dyeXai Xeovrav, and 

peXipp66a>v dvdUv ewerai wXokcwoi ' In the absence of the context we 
may be content to leave these lines in their obscurity ; surely 
nothing ought to be built on such a poor basis as these two ex- 
amples treasured up in the pages of an unscientific grammarian. 
Finally, in Pindar, Pyth. IV 57, we have a passage that seems 

hopeless : r/ pa MtjSdac iireav <rrlx es ' 

a). The Schol. takes ? as equal to tyr) and calls it <jxw a nivSap- 

IKOV. 

b). Some say 7 is the imperf. plur. of dpi here. 
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c). Bockh read at pa, ' these (were) . . .' 

d). Paley read t)v (== e<pa<rav) plural of t) in Homer's t) pa rat . . . 

e). Christ reads r) pa. 

Gildersleeve says ' rj pa, the Homeric asseveration, well suited to 
the solemn oracular passage '; and says the copula f W, «Vi is rare 
in Pindar ; but here the imperfect is wanted. Pindar only uses 
?j pa in two other passages : as P. 9, 38, where it introduces a ques- 
tion as in Homer, and P. n, 38, where it introduces the first of 
two alternatives, as in Homer also. So we are entitled to say that 
these words at the close of a speech : " Verily the rows of words 
(oracular verses) of Medea," are strange and abrupt even for 
Pindar. We may doubt, if not finally reject, a, b, c and d of the 
above explanations; but it would perhaps be presumptuous to 
declare any reading final. 

II. In the case of Herodot. I, 26, eon hi peragv Ttjs T« iraXairjs no\ws 
i) to'tc eVoXiopK«TO rai tov vr/ov iirra arabioi ' and J, 34, ?oti hi iwra o-rdhtoi 

<?£ 'Afivhov f's rr)p cmavriov, the verb comes first, and with it at the 
same time in the writer's mind is present a general notion as the 
subject, not o-raSioi, which is the complement, but t6 ixtjkos or to Sid- 
a-Trjua. Cp. 2, 6, avTrjs Si rrjs Alyiirrov tori p-tJKOs to napa. 8aKa<T<rav 

i^rjKovra crxoW. The fact that the place described in 7, 34 was 
commonly known as to inTao-Tddiov can have nothing to do with the 
use of the singular verb. In speaking a Greek might often use 
such a form of expression, and when written down, if it did occur 
to him that the singular sounded strange with the plural following, 
he would allow it to stand as being countenanced by popular 
usage, just as it sanctioned io-nv ol k. t. X. Parallels in modern 
languages are plentiful: as 'it is twelve miles to ...';' il y a 
cent metres'; ' il est cent usages qui . . .' 

As in Herod. 7, 34, so we find in Aristoph. Vespae 58, r\pXv yap 
ovk ia-T . . . SouXw diappuTTovvrf , no case of a singular verb with plural 
subject, but there is to be supplied a subject to i<rrl like to Spap.a, 
SoijXoo being the complement. We have more examples of <W 
followed by plural complements in Plato, Rep. 5, 463 A, Euthy- 
dernus 302 C, and Gorgias 500 D. 

The above usages were as natural as any form of concord to 

Greeks who were used to 'io-riv o\, t<mv ofis (cf. K al £ivovs av iroXXois 
flo-eveyneiv, eort 8 as av teal TroXfir, in Xenophon), and even fori!/ iv nls, 

as Thuc. 5, 25 ; but we should note that elo-h ot occurs in Thuc. 6, 
10 ; and rarely rjv ol for rjo-av ot, as Xen. Anab. 1, 5, 7, t)v tovtw t&v 

o-Ta3p£>v ovs Trdvv [taKpovs rf\avvtv. 
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To be contrasted with Herod. 7, 34 are certain passages such 
as Isocr. Panegyr. p. 543, Plato, Leg. 5, p. 732 E, and Hdt. 6, 
112, 3, which show real examples of disagreement of verb and 
subject : the verb being attracted to agree with the complement 
because it stands nearer than — in fact before — the subject. In 
Plato, Rep. 8, 562 the order is different, but it is the same case 
of attraction. 

The passage often quoted, Thuc. 3, 36, npoagvpefHaXeTo ovk i\d- 

X'otov ttjs opprjs al Hekmrowqo-iav vrjes es lavtap cKelvois fiotjdol ToXp/cratrai 

■napaKwbwtvuat, where Kiihner and many editors have gone 
astray, is capable of easy explanation. There is a change of con- 
struction from the expected cumbrous form t6 and the infin. into 
a simpler and more convenient form of expression, the noun 
plainly put with the participle, at vrjes stands just as occisus Caesar 
is used for the English abstract notion ' the death of Caesar '; the 
difficulty lying in the English rather than in the Greek, which was 
not fettered by formulated rules which would prevent naturalness 
of expression. The chances of a second reading causing a change 
in the form of the sentence to avoid the apparent collocation of 
singular with plural would vary with the temperament of the 
author. For similar cases cp. Thuc. 4, 26, alnov 8' rjv ol AaxtSoi/iowoi 
7rpoenroiT«, and 8, 9, aniov ijv with a participle. From this author 
one more passage remains to be considered : 2,3: apagas KaOl- 
<TTa<rav tv avri tuxovs »• On this Matthiae actually said, ' the author 
had probably Sppara in his mind '; if Thucydides thought at all 
about a logical subject for 17, it would be t6 araipcopa or 6 <ppaypos 
or the like. 

One grammarian has said ' the earl or ylyverai always comes 
first.' Three passages showing a part of the verb ylyvopai may 
here be taken : 

Andoc. I, 45. a(p 2>» fpol ^eviai Kai <f>iXoTT)T€s npos ttoWovs Kal ffaoi- 
Xeay Kai iroXeis Kal aXXous I8ia £evovs yeyefT/Tai. 

Plato, SympOS. 188 B : Kai yap ndxvac Kai ^aXafat /cat epvaiftai i< 
7r\eove(;ias Ka'i aKoayn'as Ttfpi a\\r]\a to>v tocovtcov ytyvzrai epcoriKcoc. 

PlatO, R.ep. 363 A : tVa Bokovvti SiKaico ei^at ylyvrjrai airo rrjs 86£r]s 
a.p\aL re Kai yapoi Kal oarawep FXavKav 8irj\8ev. 

The simplest explanation of these three passages is to say that 
the use of the singular verb is a slip ; the subjects being many, 
and the verb coming at a distance, the singular is used as if the 
whole of the names of things were taken as a neuter plural. This 
is satisfactory for the first two passages, where the verb comes 
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after the subjects ; but in the last of the three it is possible that 
when the verb ylyvrjrai was written, the subjects were thought of 
differently, perhaps in some neuter plural form, which was then 
changed into detail. With regard to the second passage.it should 
not be forgotten that Sauppe has ejected yiyvcrai, and the whole 
sentence is only an amplification of the preceding, so that the two 
sentences have probably been tampered with. 

So in PlatO, TimaeUS 45 A, mAij pev oZv X e W* s re Tavrr) fan Sia ravra 

TTpo<re<pv ttcutiv, we must take x«W r T€ (unless it be ejected as a later 
addition) as a later addition in thought ; or the thought of (tkcXtj 
outweighed the expected influence of the after-thought. Again, 
it is possible to consider the whole subject as practically the same 
as one concrete neuter plural. With the former explanation com- 
pare II. 17, 386 and. 23, 380, quoted later. 

We next consider Eur. Bacch. 1350 : aldi ScSoktcu, npe<rfiv, rXt]p.oves 
tpvyai. The verb 8e'8o«Tm generally is used impersonally, or with 
neuter pronouns. The construction with St'SoxTat here is of similar 
nature with the construction in Hdt. 7, 34 (above), and in 8<(8okt<h 
cpoi rpvyeiv the infinitive may be called appositional or explanatory 
of the idea contained in ScSoktcu ; in the same way <pvyal stands here 
in apposition, and is not to be looked on as the subject. If any 
second thoughts arose in Euripides' mind on the form of the con- 
struction, he was debarred from using the plural fedo-ypcVai «ViV. 
Apparently Euripides could not have written rkrjpovas (pvyelv: 
rXrifiovais in the passages we know never means ' miserably,' but 
always 'patiently.' To suppose, as Kiihner did, that 8c8oKTai = 
Se'SoiOTai, ' mit ausgefallenem v' is quite impossible. 

Perhaps pabiov 8' diraWayai, Med. 1375, helps to bear out the 
above remarks, and also Thuc. 3, 36 (above) ; but we can 
hardly class with them, as some have done, Phoen. 963, 87X01- ot y 

e/xol Xd-yot. 

It is impossible to believe that Euripides was ignorant of §v as 
a plural form when he wrote Ion 1 146, or that he deliberately 
extended the usage of a singular verb with a plural subject, with 
the passages treated above, such as Hesiod, Theog. 321, 825, and 
Sophocles, Trach. 520 as justifications, or that he was aware of a 
condition that the singular verb must precede when so used. In 

Helen. 1358 '• /«'ya rot Sivarai vefipSiv 

iraiXKOiKiKoi (TToXiSes, 
Kiaaoii re OT£<p6ti<ra \koa 
vapBrjKas els Upovs • • • 
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we must explain by supposing that the first thought was different, 
perhaps was piya rot SCmrat ^Xo'a, this being interrupted by an 
amplification vePp&v . . . a-roXides, which fitted into its place well 
metrically, and so Swarm was not changed for metrical reasons. 
The only possible alternative is to take SiWt<h as used in an imper- 
sonal way, and take o-roXi'S« and x^oa as complements ; thus the 
passage would be connected with those above with «m, Hdt. 1, 
26 and 7, 34. With the former explanation, however, we can com- 
pare the looseness of grammar due to a change of expression, seen 

in Plato, Theaet. 173 D • ottouoVu 8 iraipeicbv • . . Kal aivoboi Kal Seinva 
Kal (rvv avKrjrpicri Ka>poi-ov8i ovap irparTeiv npoo-lo-Tarai avrois. The break- 
ing off the sentence after K5>p.oi is quite natural to the unstudied 
ease of Platonic dialogue ; in English conversation the same inter- 
ruption is quite common. 

We may refer hereto two passages in Homer containing similar 
inaccuracies of grammar; II. 17, 386: 

Kaparai 8e Kal 18pm . . . 
yovvara re Kvrjp.ai T€ nodes 8 vnevepdev exacrrou 
X*ip* s T 6(pda\fju>i T€ 7raX(i(T(r€TO papvapevouv ' 

II. 23, 380 • Trvoirj 8 EvprjXoio ptT<i<f>pevov (ipee t &pa> | dfppero. 

The verb in each case was taken by the writer as agreeing with 
the first subject ; the later words being added as afterthoughts. 
It is possible too that the exigences of metre help to account for 
the singular, waXdo-aovro being inadmissible. 

Again, it seems impossible to believe that Euripides deliberately 
joined a singular verb with a plural noun in Phoen. 349 : 

dvct Be Orjfiaiav | irokiv ioryaSr] eras eo~o8ot pvfMpaSy 

where the best MSS give c"o-o5o«, the next best ua-oSov, and also one 
of the good copies; many have e?<ro8os, which Porson read. 
Taking co-o8os to be the original, we account for the change to the 
plural as being an early copyist's slip in the first instance, which 
was perpetuated by other copyists and grammarians ready to see 
an example of the supposed <rxw a nivSapmov; possibly the 1 for y 
was a mistake in connection with the 1 of eia-odos, a marginal gloss. 
If we are not content to read ?o-o8oy, as Dindorf and nearly all 
since Seidler have read, we must fall back on the somewhat weak 
explanation that the first thought was io-vyddr) j\ vr\ vvp.<pr\ e'o-iova-a, 
which was changed, as being too prosy, to the plural eo-oSot vip.<f>as, 
rather than io-ohos, possibly to avoid the coming together of three 
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words ending in s. In this case the passage would be classed with 
Thucyd. 3, 36 (above). 

A difficult passage is seen in Hipponax 29 [12]: 

bv fjpepal yvvaiKos iartv ffBiarai | orav yctfirj tis, KaK(p€pjj TedvrjKviav. 

All MSS have l<mv except one, which has ela-iv ; Gaisford, Bergk 
(1st ed. and 3d ed., 1883) read «Viv. There is no special reason 
why eorii' should have arisen if ela-iv had been the author's word, 
unless all the MSS have one original, which have a copyist's slip, 
perpetuated by grammarians, glad to find support for their oxw a 
UivbapiKov. If this explanation be inadequate, it remains a mystery 
why popular recitation of the lines should not have altered the 
word ; and if Hipponax really consciously put «'<m after a plural 
subject, it is strange that it should never occur again in his writings 
or those of any other lyric poet. The better way out of the diffi- 
culty is to follow the best editors and read datv, rather than allow 
this passage to be put down as one of the irreducible minimum. 

It will now have been seen how various is the nature of the 
examples set down as instances of the <rxqpa tlivbapinov. To draw 
a few conclusions : the case of rjv with plural subject is perfectly 
clear. Many, too, of the passages quoted in Section I of this paper 
need no further remark ; some of them have been mentioned for 
no intrinsic difficulty, but merely because they have so often been 
cited to bolster up other passages. If in one or two the explana- 
tions given are not fully satisfactory, they can at least be said 
to hold the field at present, with the consent of many authorities. 
Again, we may at once set aside, as needing no further mention 
in connection with this subject, all the numerous disjunctive exam- 
ples (as Pindar, Pyth. IO, 41 » voaol 8' o$tz yrjpas ovXopevov KeKparai), 

which are only referred to here because they have been so 
frequently quoted, though well classed apart by Kiihner. We 
may set aside, too, all such passages as Soph. O. C. 7, 8, al nddai 
pe X<Z xp° vos £vvi)v paicpbs SMcrKa, where the singular verb agrees 
with the nearer of two subjects, a plural and a singular, on which 
Professor Jebb's note is adequate. 

While many of the passages mentioned in Section II of this 
paper can be dismissed as admitting of simple explanations, 
such as by restoration of the original reading, or those given 
on Thuc. 3, 36, Herod. 1, 26, of others we can only say that, if 
the addition of words by an afterthought is not held to be satis- 
factory, we must take refuge in the fact that the singular is the 
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generic and the plural is the particular ; but the number of pas- 
sages that need to be explained thus is very small. And be it 
noticed, the oft-repeated dictum that the verb comes first has been 
shown above to be wrong. Enough has been said above of the 
attraction of a verb to its complement, and the conjunction of mn 
and a plural complement ; and no longer ought we to find in gram- 
mars this use of the copulative verb joined to the examples with 
ordinary verbs, treated above. The connection, too, of the yiyvcrm 
examples with this use of eon should cease. The few hopeless 
passages, such as Pindar, Pyth. 4, 57 and [Pindar] Fragments 
225, 265 will perhaps never be cleared up ; but in themselves they 
are slight foundations on which to build in the grammars a para- 
graph of examples of quasi-false concords of multitudinous forms. 
Finally, the name a-xw" TlivbaptKov should be given up when it is 
seen that it is unjust to the memory of Pindar, and unsuitable 
to what comes under the head of many different trxw ™ > an d 
grammars should note the extended use of 9* as a plural form, and 
omitting the doubtful examples, merely refer to the use of earl with 
a plural complement, and the attraction of verbs to agree with 
complements. 

R. S. Haydon. 
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